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our Project Officer at the Food and Nutrition Service--Barbara Fay Murphy--
and the cooperation of Ellen Henigan, Supervisor of the Work Programs Section
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GLOSSARY

ABE: Adult Basic Education

AFDC: Aid to Families with Dependent Children

CBO: Community-Based Organization

CWEP: Community Work Experience Program

DOL: Department of Labor

E&T: Food Stamp Employment and Training Program

EDP: Employability Development Plan

ES: Employment Service

ESL: English as a Second Language

FNS: Food and Nutrition Service

FSA: Food Stamp Agency

FSP: Food Stamp Program

FY: Fiscal Year

GA: General Assistance

GED: General Educational Development (Certification)

JOBS: Job Opportunities and Basic Skills Training

JTPA: Job Training Partnership Act

NOAA: Notice of Adverse Action

NPA: Non-Public Assistance

OJT: On-the-Job Training

UI: Unemployment Insurance

Note: In this report we depart somewhat from FNS usage, which, for the
purpose of computing state performance on the federal participation
rate standard, refers to "E&T placements" as the sum of placements
into E&T service components and notices of adverse action (NOAAs)
issued. We refer to "E&T service placements" as reported placements
in servicecomponents,excludingNOAAs, and describeNOAAs as a
separate phenomenon.
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EXECUTIVESUMMARY

STUDY OBJECTIVES

The Food Stamp program has always emphasized the responsibility of Food

Stamp recipients to register for work and accept available employment. Since

the implementation of the Food Stamp Employment and Training (E&T) Program in

1987, states have been required to provide one or more of the following

employment and training services to work registrants: job search, job search

training, workfare, work experience, job training, and educational services.

The goal of these E&T services is to increase the employability of program

participants.

The goal of this study was to describe how local Food Stamp E&T programs

are organized, designed, and operated. The study focused on what factors

influenced state and local policymakers in their program design decisions and

how these decisions affected:

· The clients targeted for participation in E&T services.

· The range of services provided.

· How clients are matched to and sequenced through particular
services.

· How the administration of the Food Stamp E&T program is
integrated with the operation of other work programs for public
assistance recipients.

· The extent to which E&T services are coordinated with other
employment and training services and funding streams available
in the local community.

The research effort examined how different factors influenced the

ability of local Food Stamp E&T programs to address the employability

barriers faced by program participants. Conclusions and recommendations of

the study suggest how federal, state, and local program administrators might



amend E&T policies, procedures, and services to further employability develop-

ment objectives and improve employment outcomes for program participants.

RESEARCHMETHODOLOGY

Sample Selection

Case studies of 15 representative but diverse local E&T programs were

conducted to examine how different factors influence the Food Stamp Employ-

ment and Training Program's operation at the local level. It was essential

that the sites selected be typical yet reflect the national variation in

policy, operational, and economic contexts. Stratified random sampling

provided variation on the context within which the local Food Stamp E&T

programs operate and on the broad features of the E&T service designs

selected at the state or local level. A two-stage sample selection process

was used to take advantage of the distinction between variables measured at

the state and local levels, with probability of selection proportional to

program size at each stage.

State-level stratifying variables included:

· Whetherthe Food Stamp E&T programwas state or locally
administered.

· Whether the state offered an ongoing General Assistance (GA)
program for employable individuals at the state level or in the
most populous county.

· Whetherthe state plan for Food Stamp E&T servicesplaced a
high, medium, or low emphasis on job search or job search
training components.

In addition, sample variation on several additional state-level factors

was maintained through postselection review. These variables included the

level of state fiscal E&T support, the percentage of all mandatory work

registrants given exemptions from E&T participation, the percentage of all

placements that were voluntary, and geographic region.



One local site was selected from each sample state, using two

county-level stratification variables:

· Whether the local site had high, medium, or low unemployment.

· Whether the local site was characterized by high, medium, or low
urbanization.

Variationsin the Final Sample

As shown in Table 1, the sample resulting from this stratified selection

procedure consisted of 6 county-administered and 9 state-administered E&T

programs, including 7 sites with ongoing GA benefits for employable individ-

uals and 8 sites without. Eight sample counties were highly urbanized, 4

were of medium urbanicity, and 3 were largely rural in character. Four

sample sites had unemployment rates at or below 5%. Another 4 sample sites

had moderate unemployment rates--between 5% and 8%. Seven sample sites had

unemployment rates in excess of 8% during FY 91, which reduced the likelihood

that Food Stamp E&T participants would find work.

Sites also varied as follows:

· The proportion of the county population receiving Food Stamps in
the sample sites ranged from 2% to 21%.

· AFDC/SSI recipientsranged from 26% to 90% of the Food Stamp
recipient caseloads in the sample sites.

· Sites varied in how E&T participantswere perceived:

In 7 sites, E&T participants were characterized as generally
job ready.

Five of the sample sites emphasized the serious employment
barriers facing many Food Stamp E&T participants, including
homelessness, mental disabilities, and long-term patterns of
dependency.

The remaining 3 sites emphasized that the E&T work registrant
pool was not homogeneous but included both less-job-ready and
more-job-ready individuals.



Table 1

LOCAL SITES BY VARIABLES USED IN SAMPLE STRATIFICATION

Ongoing GA Emphasis on Job
Levelof Programfor SearchorJobSearch Extentof

Administration Employables* Training Urbanization Unemployment

Local Site State Local Yes No High Medium Low High Medium Low High Medium Low

AlleghenyCounty,PA X X X X X

CaddoParish,LA X X X X X

Campbell County, TN X X X X X

GalvestonCounty,TX X X X X X

HindsCounty,MS X X X X X

HudsonCounty,NJ X X X X X

*_ Jefferson County, CO X X X X X

KootenaiCounty,D X X X X X

McCurtainCounty,OK X X X X X

MercedCounty,CA X X X X X

Montgomery County, OH X X X X X

NorfolkCity,VA X X X X X

SuffolkCounty,NY X X X X X

WayneCounty,MI X X X X X

WoodburyCounty,IA X X X X X

* Although the initial stratification was based on the existence of a GA program statewide or in the most populous county, the variable as
displayed in this table indicates whether a GA program existed in the sample county.



Case Study Methods

Site visits to each of the sample sites lasted 4 to 8 days and included

reviewsof existingdocumentsand discussionswith state-levelprogram

administrators, local administrators, E&T program operations staff, service

providers, and representatives of other local employment and training

services. Observationsof ongoingE&T serviceswere integratedinto the site

visit schedule. In addition,5 to 10 randomlyselectedclient files were

reviewed at each local site to document how clients were assessed and matched

to services,how programparticipationand outcomeswere documented,and how

typicalclientswere sequencedthroughthe availableservicesover time.

Within-site analysis included the preparation of a comprehensive site

narrative summarizing the details of the E&T program design and operation in

each of the study sites. Cross-site analysis included the development of

descriptive typologies to compare and contrast different client targeting,

program design, and coordination strategies used by program managers to

further E&T program goals under varying local conditions.

CONTENTOF E&T SERVICES

Table 2 summarizes the relative frequency of E&T placements in job

search, job search training, education and vocational training, and work

experience components across the study sites.

Job Search

All sites offered one or more job search components. In 7 sites, the

largest job search component was operated in-house by local welfare agency

staff. Of the remaining 8 sites, 4 contracted with the Employment Service

for the administration of job search, 1 contracted with the local JTPA

agency, and 3 contracted with other local agencies.



Table 2

SERVICE FREQUENCY

(Percentage of All FY 91 Service Placements)

Education/
Job Job Search Vocational Work

Search Training Training Experience Other*

SITES IN GROUP 1: JOB SEARCH EMPHASIZED

A 100 ........

B 94 <1 5 1 --

C 96 -- 4 ....

D** 54 -- 46 ....

E 91 -- 10 ....

F 85 I2 3 ....

G 94 4 2 ....

SITES IN GROUP 2: JOB SEARCH TRAINING EMPHASIZED

H 26 64 6 4 --

I 35 62 2 ....

J 6 79 15 ....

j** 3 37 61 ....

K 37 54 -- 8 --

L 44 39 17 1 --

SITES IN GROUP 3: EDUCATION AND VOCATION TRAINING EMPHASIZED

M 63 2 34 <1 --

N 12 11 55 9 14

O 13 27 57 3 --

One state received FNS approval to report employability development planning as a separate E&T
service component. Another state included assessment as a separate component in the state plan
(provided to a small number of participants through referral to the JTPA system), but did not report
placements to this component separately in the statistical report we obtained.

** Service mix after "data tape matches" with JTPA were added. In two study states, the mix of E&T
service placements reported to FNS included Food Stamp recipients participating in the JTPA
system who were identified through data tape matches. For these sites the service mix is presented
twice in this table; without and with the additional placements identified through the data tape
matches. In assigning sites to a category we have used the service mix prior to the addition of the
placements identified through matching data tapes.

Note: Rows may not total to 100 because of rounding.
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Study sites used two different approaches to the design of job

search components:

· Eleven of the sites operated job search components that empha-
sized procedural requirements for completing a prescribed number
of employer contacts to maintain Food Stamp eligibility.

· Four sites emphasized effective job search methods with a goal
of actually securing employment. Each of these sites provided
substantial guidance during the job search phase or targeted job
search services to job-ready clients.

Job Search Training

Some form of preemployment training, job readiness training, or job

search training was available to E&T participants in 10 of the 15 study

sites. Two sites operated job search training directly, within the welfare

agency. The remaining sites contracted with other organizations for the

provision of job search training.

· Five sites emphasized the provision of job search training to
all E&T participants, as the first E&T service component for
most participants.

· In the remaining 5 sites that offered this service, job search
training was targeted to specific subgroups or those who failed
to locate employment after an initial job search.

In 3 sites, job search training was narrowly focused on the mechanics of

job search (e.g., developing job leads, making employer contacts, preparing

resumes, completing job applications, and conducting job interviews}. In 7

sites, job search training workshops covered a wider range of topics,

including career exploration, labor market information, life skills, and

skills related to successful job performance.

Educationand Training

Educationand/or vocationaltrainingactivitieswere included in the E&T

serviceplans in 13 of the 15 samplesites. However,in 10 sites, education

and training services accounted for less than 10% of all service placements.



In most sites, education and training services were provided through referral

to local programs available to the general public; services were not designed

specifically for E&T participants.

· All 13 sites used nonfinancialcoordinationlinkagesto enable
E&T participants to gain access to education and training
services available in the local community.

· Two sites also used E&T programfunds to purchasetrainingfor
some E&T clients. In several instances, these services were
designed specifically for public assistance recipients. These
sites provided education and training services to a substantial
proportion of all E&T participants.

Educational services available through the E&T program usually included

adult basic education, GED preparation, and English as a second language

instruction. Vocational training services most often consisted of referrals

to the local JTPA system.

Work Experience

Unpaid community work experience (CWEP) was an E&T service component in

6 study sites. One of these sites also offered paid work experience through

the Food Stamp E&T program as a 100% state-funded component for Food Stamp

work registrants who also received local General Assistance benefits.

Placements into E&T work experience components accounted for only a

small percentage of all E&l service placements, ranging from 1% to 8%. Use

of work experience components appears to be declining, at least partly in

response to an increasing state-level emphasis on education for Food Stamp

E&T work registrants.

The content of work experience assignments varied in its value for

improving client employability: job assignments ranged from unskilled menial

tasks to general office help to training in specific occupational skills in

demand in the local labor market.



Reimbursement of Participant Expenses

Twelve of the 15 study sites offered up to $160 per month per child for

reimbursement of dependent care costs for participants in E&T services. In 3

sites where dependent care reimbursements were not available, individuals

were excused from E&T participation if they needed dependent care. Overall,

the demand for dependent care reimbursements was low.

All 15 sites reimbursed E&T participants for transportation expenses.

Five sites explicitly included other costs incurred by participants (e.g.,

tuition, books, work clothes, tools) in the supportive services allowances

provided to E&T participants. In 13 of the 15 study sites, participant

reimbursements for transportation and other costs did not exceed $25 per

month. In the remaining 2 sites, costs in excess of $25 per month were paid

out of 100% state funds.

Transportationallowanceswere paid using two differentmethods. Nine

sites limited reimbursements for transportation and other costs to documented

or estimated actual costs. In the remaining 6 sites, transportation allow-

ances were paid as fixed allowances, either at the beginning of participation

in a component or at the completion of each month of participation.

CLIENT FLOW AND PARTICIPATIONPATTERNS

Work Registrationand Referralto E&T Services

Work registration occurred during the Food Stamp application or

recertificationinterviewwith the Food Stamp intake/eligibilityworker at

all 15 study sites. However, individual exemptions were determined by

intake/incomemaintenanceworkersat only 8 sites. In 7 sites, individual

E&T exemptions were determined after referral to the E&T program. States

varied in the number of exemption criteria used, and sites varied in how

individual exemption criteria were interpreted. Most sites that granted an

individual exemption did so for the full 12-month Food Stamp certification



period, but several sites monitored the status of exempted individuals every

60 days. Three sites granted temporary deferrals if participation was

feasible within 30 days.

After determining mandatory work registration status, eligibility

workers referred individuals to E&T service units or service contractors.

Twelve sites informed E&T service providers about referrals by sending

automated or hard-copy reports. Three sites expedited enrollment by

hand-delivering referral forms to the E&T program staff.

Orientation, Assessment, and Assignment to Services

In most sites, orientation, assessment, and service planning were not

considered separate E&T service components but were part of E&T intake and

enrollment.

Attendance at an orientation session was the first required program

activity in most sites and typically occurred 1 to 4 weeks after referral to

the E&T program. Group orientations were provided in sites with large

numbers of E&T participants and/or standardized service sequencing.

Individual orientation sessions were used by some sites with individualized

service planning; other sites used a combination of group and individual

intake sessions to reduce costs. Not all sites provided a separate

orientation: if an E&T program had only a single service component or a

fixed sequence of services, the initial intake session was often combined

with the start-up of the first service component.

Formal assessments were not widely used to document participants'

employability and determine appropriate service assignments. Only 3 sites

conducted formal assessments of basic skills and occupational aptitudes for

all E&T participants. Six additional sites provided formal assessments to

participants assigned to specific service components. Sites with formal

assessment procedures tended to provide more substantial job search assis-

tance, job search training, or education and vocational training services.

Sites that did not assess participant status tended to emphasize procedural

compliance with requirements for self-directed job search.
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Service assignment procedures followed three different patterns:

· Four of the 15 study sites developed individualized service
assignments for E&T participants.

· Seven sites placed the majority of participants into job search
or job search training as their initial E&T service assignment,
but allowed participants to select education or training as the
first activity if they so desired.

· Four sites had a standardized service sequence, which required
completion of an individual job search before assignment to
another component. In two of the sites, education or vocational
training was available for participants who requested these
services, but only after the completion of job search.

Sites with individualized service assignment procedures were more likely

to emphasize the use of education and vocational training services. They

also designed job search training components that were oriented to less-job-

ready clients. Sites with standardized service planning procedures tended to

emphasize immediate job placement even if many E&T participants had substan-

tial barriers to employment.

Client Tracking and Noncompliance Procedures

Client progress was tracked primarily to report service placements and

monitor compliance with E&T participation requirements. Client tracking was

relatively straightforward when services were operated directly by the E&T

program unit. Where E&T services were provided by another agency, partici-

pant tracking was more problematic. The degree of client tracking varied

greatly:

· In some sites, case tracking procedures were extensive for
participants in E&T services operated in-house or through
financial contracts as well as for participants in services
provided through nonfinancial referrals to outside providers.

· In other sites, clients were not tracked beyond referral and
enrollment once a referral was made to an outside service

provider. This was particularly true for services provided
through nonfinancial linkages. Initial service placements were
documented, but it was difficult to verify whether the
participant attended and completed the component.

11



For noncompliance with E&T participation requirements, E&T workers

notified Food Stamp eligibility workers, who were responsible for issuing

notices of adverse action and initiating sanctions. As required by federal

regulations, all study sites allowed E&T clients to cure sanctions during the

2-month period of disqualification by indicating a willingness to comply with

program requirements and commencing a required activity. The requirements to

cure a sanction were rather easy to meet in most sites.

Initialfailureto attend E&T orientation/intakesessionswas widespread

across the study sites, with no-show rates of 35% to 60% in many sites. High

rates of noncompliance and frequency of cures caused many E&T staff to spend

up to 50% of their time completing the paperwork associated with reporting

noncompliance or curing sanctions.

PROGRAMDESIGN DECISIONS

State and Local Roles in E&T ProgramDesign

In the majority of study sites, the decisions that shaped local E&T

service designs and operations were made primarily at the state level. In

other sites, local agency staff made key decisions or decisions were shared

among state and local policymakers.

· In most of the study sites, states played the dominant role in
E&T program design.

- State policymakers were most influential in determining the
content and service delivery arrangements for E&T services
funded directly from the E&T budget. Even in some county-
administered systems, states exercised strong design control
by developing detailed E&T program plans and budgets.

- Local policymakers usually were responsible for developing
nonfinancial referral linkages _o existing local programs for
the delivery of education and vocational training services.

· State policymakers were particularly influential in the design
and sequencing of E&T services in 9 of the 15 sites. Six of
these sites were state administered and 3 were locally
administered.
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· In 6 sites, the local agency staff also had substantial design
influence on the services provided with E&T program funds.
Three of these sites were state administered and 3 were locally
administered.

In the sites with local design discretion, local decision-makers

influenced the content of individual services, the sequencing of services,

and/or the proceduresfor assigningparticipantsto specificservices. The

sites in which local policymakers played a strong design role more often

addressed the service needs of participants with barriers to employment.

FundingDecisions

State legislators and administrators also determined how much state

funding to contribute to E&T program operations beyond the 100% federal

formula funds.

· Four study states did not contribute any state dollars to the
operating costs of the E&T program.

· Seven study states contributed a moderate level of state funds,
increasing the total program funds by 10% to 90% over the
formula funding level after the federal match.

· Four study states contributeda significantlevel of state
funds, increasingthe total programfunds by 160% to 650% over
the formula funding level after the federal match.

States that contributed substantially to the cost of E&T operations

spent, on average, about $100 more per service placement than did states with

moderate fiscal contributions. Study sites in states with substantial fiscal

contributions also were more likely to provide individualized service plan-

ning and emphasize the use of education and vocational training components

for E&T participants. However, the increased intensity of E&T services in

these sites depended, in large part, on effective use of nonfinancial

coordination linkages rather than on the direct provision or purchase of E&T

services.

Only 2 of the study states required local sites to make contributions

toward E&T program expenditures. In one case, the county was required to
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contribute 50% of the nonfederal matched funds; in the other case, the county

was required to contribute 20% of the nonfederal matched funds. Both sites

were in states in which the E&T program is locally administered.

State and Local Perspectiveson E&T Goals and Objectives

State and local perspectives on the goals and objectives of the Food

Stamp E&T program constituted another major influence on program design

decisions. Most state and local decision-makers perceived multiple goals for

the Food Stamp E&T program. Among these were:

· Fulfillingfederalproceduralrequirements--e.g.,operatingat
least one E&T component, providing the required participant
reimbursements, achieving the 50% participation rate performance
standard, and issuing notices of adverse action (NOAAs) and
implementing sanctions as required for noncompliance.

· Promoting immediateemploymentfor job-readywork registrants,
to prevent or shorten the duration of their stay on Food Stamps
and to satisfy taxpayers that public-assistance cost containment
measures were being implemented.

· Promoting longer-termemployabilitydevelopmentfor less-job-
ready work registrants,to help them overcomeemployment
barriers such as lack of basic skills and formal education

credentials, lack of work experience, lack of job-seeking
skills, or lack of specific occupational skills.

Given the limited resources available to the Food Stamp E&T program,

most of the study states and local sites emphasized the first and second

goals more than the third. Sites promoting immediate employment required all

mandatory nonexempt work registrants to participate in a standardized set of

E&T servicesincludingjob searchand/or job search trainingfocusednarrowly

on job search techniques. These sites tended to have moderate levels of

state fiscal contribution to the E&T program budget and low average

expenditures per E&T service placement.

A smaller number of sites decided to emphasize all three goals. Sites

that had the goal of improving participant employability targeted a smaller

subset of work registrants for E&T participation, offered individualized

serviceplanning,and/or made use of some less intensiveand some more

14



intensive services, depending on client needs. These sites tended to have

high levels of state fiscal contribution to the E&T program and high average

expenditures per E&T service placement.

Client Targeting

Three different mechanisms were used in the study states to target E&T

services: categorical exemptions, individual exemptions, and selective

targeting within the nonexempt work registrant population.

· Planned categorical exemptions ranged from 0% to 65% of all
work registrants in the study states. Categorical exemptions
narrowed the client base by excluding counties with limited job
opportunities, thus reserving program funds for geographic areas
perceived to have the greatest potential for improving employ-
ment outcomes.

· Planned individual exemptions in the study states ranged from 0%
to 24% of all work registrants. Individual exemptions eliminated
work registrants whose circumstances made participating in the
program impracticable--e.g., lack of transportation or dependent
care or physical or mental incapacity. Thus, individual exemp-
tions further targeted the E&T program to work registrants with
the greatest labor market availability.

· Only 3 sites applied E&T participation requirements selectively
to individuals in the mandatory nonexempt work registrant pool.
Selective targeting within the mandatory work registrant pool
allowed program operators to select specific groups they thought
would be most likely to benefit from services. The targeted
groups were varied: some were selected because they had multiple
barriers to employment or were receiving substantial public
assistance benefits, others because they were motivated to
enroll in education or training programs, and still others
because they were perceived as more likely to conduct a
successful job search.

Sites that emphasized more intensive E&T services and employability

developmentobjectivestended to have low rates of categoricaland individual

exemptions. However, they were more likely to implement selective targeting

of clients within the work registrant pool for participation in E&T services.

Study sites with selective client targeting all offered GA benefits to employ-

able individuals and attempted to match GA recipients and other less-job-

ready clients to the most intensive service components--education, vocational

training, or paid work experience.
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